IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DI STRI CT OF M SSI SSI PPI

DELTA DI VI SI ON

ROBERT LEWS, Plaintiff

V. NO. 2:92CV017-D-O

JERRY FRASI ER, ET AL, Defendants

OP1 NI ON

Plaintiff brings this action pro se against Jerry
Frasier, President of the Valley Bank, and the Board of Directors
of Valley Bank. Plaintiff alleges that defendants allowed himto
open a personal checking account and apply for a comrercial | oan
wi t hout him showi ng any type of identification.

Plaintiff further states that he was |ater arrested and
incarcerated on a conplaint fromdefendant Frasier that plaintiff
had conmitted a crinme.! As a result of his incarceration, he
all eges that he had l|large amounts of personal property stolen
because he was unable to secure living quarters and that he did not
have the opportunity to pursue business ventures.

Plaintiff contends that defendants were required to

obtain proper identification from him before permtting himto

! Plaintiff does not specify what crine he was charged



obtain the accounts, and that not doing so was "intentional,
reckl ess and outrageous conduct” that caused him to suffer
enotional distress.? He seeks punitive and conpensatory damages of
$526, 500. 00.

Plaintiff does not specify what statute he is bringing
this cause under. Mor eover, he does not specify jurisdictiona
grounds for the court to entertain this issue. It is the court's
duty to be attuned to that issue at all tinmes and, toward that end,
t he court has scrutinized the allegations of plaintiff and can find
nothing that would indicate that it has jurisdiction in this
matter.

A pl eadi ng which sets forth a claimfor relief
: shall contain (1) a short and plain
statenent of the grounds wupon which the
court's jurisdiction depends . . . ,

(2) a short and plain statement of the claim
showng that the pleader is entitled to
relief, and (3) a demand for judgnent for the
relief the pleader seeks. Relief in the
alternative or of several different types may
be demanded. [Fed.R GCv.P. 8].

Plaintiff's conplaint, even when given the |iberal

interpretation required by Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519 (1972),

fails on both requirenents (1) and (2) required by Rule 8, supra.

2 Apparently this distress resulted fromhis arrest and
i ncarceration, although he does not state this specifically.
Nei t her does he state how opening the accounts led to his arrest.



Therefore, the court has no option but to dismss this cause for
| ack of subject matter jurisdiction.

A final judgnent in accordance with this opinion will be
ent er ed.

THI S t he day of , 1992.

UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT JUDGE



